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‘Differences in Readability: Its Effec;s Upop the .
. Interpretation of Past. Sex Bias’ Literatnre. -

‘Goldberg) 1968¥ nto perceived professional competence of women were

. compared on three different .indices of readability: ‘Results indicated”

that the articles dlffer in reading gase, writing style, and grade

“level. This lack of equivalence is fosed as a p0551b1e'exp1anation of
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- L In recent years, psychology, among ‘other dJ.scz.le.nes, has shown J,ncreasmg

- < ‘s

, = interest J.n issues conferning the perceptlon of wcmen.' One area of research
% deal:.ng w1th thls concern has been the J.nvesta.gatlon of celved fem:.nme‘

professmnal competence. Spec1f1cally, researchers (i.e., Chobot Goldberg

[ Abramson & Abramson, 1974; Goldberg, 1968; Levenson, Burford, Bonno, & Davis, '

. 1975; Mischel, 1974-' Pariek - Deitchman, Burkholder, & Greenawalt, 1976a; Panek,
p .
* Deitchman, Burkholder ,» Speroff, & Haude, 1976b) have examlned tHe effect of

an author s sex on subject's evaluatlons of written mater:.al This procedure
. involve§ the suhnission of articles from various professional )fie‘lds, contamed

_ in booklets, to subjects for evaluatJ:.on,.‘ As seen in Table 1, 'th_e' articles are

- - -
.

" * . L
- - e e 2 e

,‘ . ’ Insert Table 1 Abgut Here r -

«
L3

from fields of dlfferentlal assoglatz.on, (1 e., tradltlonally male, ard
tradltlonally neutral) , which are identical the booklets., The experi—
" hental man:.pualtlon involves the sex of the smneél author of the artlcle. Lo

' . /
: -This is accomplished by changing the author's nsmeL yls, in one set of

booklets the aufhor is portrayed-as a female, while & t;he other set of book—

lets the identical article has.thé name of a male /a r. The dependent

ion scores, based on the
y’ .

' measure used ip this type of research are the evall

questions which follow each article on,which subjec author and the

-,

¥ ‘ . .
- article.’ Thesge questions are identical for all subjects‘ "Bias" T

i in evaluat:.on is thought to occur or have been demonstrated when _the mean -

......

\\es@lgatlon scores given to a part:.cular artlcle are s:.gnﬁlcantly different Co
vmel} the presgned “author xs des:.gnated as a male or female.- ;

e — .

_Goldberg (1968) , ‘using this procedure, found fanale college students S

e evaIuated the art:.cles allegedly wrltten by males more pos:.t:.vely than the
- . rdentlcal arkicles attr:.buted to a fenale author. " Results J.ndlcaﬁed 1the work

] of females was not onl'; devalued. in the flelds tradlf:ﬁ.onally associated with
' males (city planning. and law) and fle.lds of neutral assoelatlon (axrt hlstOry

- " - w
E3 . . - ‘

.
.y — “
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.
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and lmgulstlcs) but also in flelds tradltlonally assoc:.ated with wcmen

(dletetlcs..and elementary educatJ.on) Slnce 1968 numerous uwestlgatlons
using t'he Goldberg procedure, have falled to replicate h:Ls f:Lndlngs (c.f..
Baruch 1972; Chobot et al., 1 1974; Levenson et al.,’ 1975; Mischel, 1974
Panek et al., l976a, Panek et al., l976b) / The :mellcatlons, of cowse, 1is
that women are. not perceived as competent asmales, regardless of the flem
or oCcupatJ.on the woren represents. " The fa.llure to repllcate the findingds

of Goldberg (1968) has been attr' ted to factors such as, a change in. {’

, , . . [ LT
* society's view of f inine work due to,the impact of the feminist movement,

" a cognJ.tJ.ve mteractlon between the author S sex and the tradt nal sex .

dlfferences in the subj ts used differences in the articles used, or to a
poss:.ble lnteractlon of two or more of these factors. Aside frcm the con- o
fllctlng results obta:Lned us:.nc_:; this procedure (whlch poss;.bly may e ex-
plained by the methodologlcal dlfflcultles just mentJ.oned) : potentlally,
_there is an addlt::.onal methodologlcal probltem. ]
“Researchers using the Goldberg procedure lnterpret theJ.r results on
the foundation or belief that subject s\,lbase theif evaluat:.ons solely on the
basis. of the sex of the presu:md author, or alternatlve‘ly, on'the basis of
e
association- .of the profess:.onal f:(eld. Thls mterpretatlon 1éaks two
important issues Wthh have crltJ.cal J.mportance for this type of research.

a -

FJ,rst, it may be questlonned whether the sex association of the profess:.onal

. fields have remained oonsta.nt over time. That 1s, havegthe tradltlonal £ex -

ass&c1atlons of the var:.ous fields changed ‘as a result of soc1al awareness .
- g
or some other factor s:ane 1968, when Goldberg f:Lrst developed his procedure.
'I‘hJ.s po:Lnt has been con51dered elsewhere by Panek, Rush ard Gree.nawalt (1977)

Seoondly ! the Goldberg metmdology 4overlooks the fact that there may

7 be qualltatlve dJ.fferences between tHe a.ftlcles on dme.ns:.ons such as, readirg

Y

case, wrlta.ng style, and r\eadlng grade level required of the subjects for '«1 Vo

' urﬂérstandmg the matenal. ’I‘hese qualltat;\.ve differences between artlcles s

§

could posslblg have a‘slgru.flcant affect on subjects' evaluations and perception‘ '{

of ‘the Articles. . ; ‘ . ‘4,

=
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As a sJ.mpllfled example, , 1magJ.ne that subjects hold a stereotype wh:Lch
spec:.f:.es that males -are better educated and hence write more oompllcated
materxial; and that fenales are less educated and hence compllcated materlal
reflects the1r profess1onal J.ngompetenpe or inability to express thenselves,,
‘th:Ls, of course, dePends on the sub]ects readmg ab:.llty,. what 1s.ccm— .
plicated for some, is easy for others. Assmu.ng that a subject' held such
_a stereotype, it mJ.ght be expected that a female author of canpllcated
written matalal would be devalued. Thus the results o:otalned using this

procecTure may vary with the reading abilities of the subjects used. <

Quantltatlve d:.fferences in the Goldberg artlcles would suggest a ocm-

’ ‘plex con_foun:lmg of evaluations which would render the lnterpr‘etatloh of

results obtained using this prcc'edure problematic at best. "The purpose of

the present study was to mvest'lgate th!s issue. That is, to examine the
n

- readablllty of the articles used by Goldberg and others,. to determlne whether

-

.

-

—

“\

they are equlvalent in readmg ease, wrlt.mg style and required reading-grade
.le\lel,‘, _K . ) . .': . L ~."

/.
" There were six articl
fj.el_ds ¢ "art history, ,city 'lannmg, elanentary edmatlcn, lmgulstlcs, law, :
dietetics. .'f'hese articles were those used by Goldberg (1968) and Panek,

L4

et al. (1976, a, b).
Ly

Procedl_zge .

-

three dJ.fferent readablllty\Q.ndexes were applled each of the artlcles.
5

These mdexes were the Dale-(‘:h%l?b (1948) ’ the Fle h (1948) / and the SMOG

(Mclauthm, 1969). As Ash and Edgell (1976) ve noted, the factors

typ:-.cally stressed m evaluatmg readablllty lude: l) the ccmnonness

5}
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.

|
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. of words (vmether the words used in the,text appear on a llSt of fam:Lllar§z '

o words), 2) word length (humber of letters-or syllables), and 3) sentence ‘

length. : A\ ‘. ’ \’\\ \ U - " "4

The pale—Chall Aindex-is based on both the ccmnonness\ of words and the

lengt.h of sentences in the readmg 'materlal, to der:.ve a raw score rangl.ng

-

from 0 to 10+ Wthh Saorrespond to grade levels requ:red for- understand:.ng
the materlal 'I‘he Flesch index comblnes a measure o'f word length and

’

sentence ]fength to der:.ve a score of readmg ease. 'I’hls score p\laces the
material on a scale with a range between 0 (practically unreadable) to |
lOO (easy for any llterate person) In addltlon, at varloqs scal'é inté

are descrlptlons of wrltlng style which correspond w1th the numerical soPre
for read:.ng ease. These range fran very difficult to very easy (see Fle;h
194'8) ' o -~

. . P
- The SMOG index (McI.aughlJ.n, 1969) is based on the total’ number of

-

words of three or more syllebles ea.ther in the entire text. or a selected

' sample of that text. ‘Applying the SIVDG readab111t§z formula to the materlal
’ &

(see N’claughlm, 1969zeg1ves the SMOG grade, iuch is consldered the readmg
grade a person mist have attained 1f he or she is to understand the ma erJ.al

K4 ,
. ' ‘ ’ -Results

v -

Vo

When the Dale—Cfxall (Dale & Chall, 1948), SMOG (McLaughlln, 1969) ’
and the Fl)gesch (1948) readabn.llty J.ndexes were applled to the s:.x Goldberg

(1968) artlcles, the artlcles differed in grade level, read:.ng ease, and

# r]

- 7

. -

R \‘ the grade\ levels requ:xred for understandlng the artlcles ranged from a

Tt

T , low of 9 to 10 (lmgulstlc‘s and dleteticsL to a high of 16. (law)- w:.th the

SDDG mdex, the grade levels ranged from a low of 1l. (gig‘etetms) tab a
. hJ.gh of l9+ (lawl Concermng mltnﬁgtyle, three art:.cles were found to |

,\7

1'
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. ‘{ be d:.fflcult (art’ history, elementary education and law) and three were

.

found to be {alrly dlfflcult (01ty plann:.ng, lmgq:.st:.cs, and dletetlcs).

-

7 ) Although jéxese three methods ylelded scmewhat dJ.fferent results in some

cases, lthe oonclusmn remalns unaltered The Goldberg artlcles are not

equlvalent with regard to any of” the readabillty crlterla J.nvestlgated

- ‘I‘hatl 1s, the articles differ in reading ease, wrltlng_ style, and grade
S - S L

N . - N [ . - "
o R . - .
~ L4 M - =
. M . 3

Discussion - o . ' - {?

Cn the ba51s of these" flndlngs, it would .appear that of the six artlcles,
i | /only three (i.e., art hlstory, city planm.ng and elenentary educatlcn) ap-
‘ pear to be appropriate for sample composed of college freshman and sophomores-.
the saxypIgs typically used in research utilizing the Goldberg procedure. -7
These artJ.cles are thought to be approprlate slnce the requ::.red read:.ng , . -
’.-> | level J.s expected to be connensuratemth the average reading ability of the
‘ typlcal sample. ’ . 7 S i .
AssumJ.ng that Eual;.tatlve differences between the arﬁlcles in readablllty ,
~affects subgects evaluatlcns and perceptlons of the irtlcles in_ an unkrmm
" - manner ' 1t is reooxmxended that researchers utJllzn.ng the Goldberg procedure
equate the/art:.cles on readab:.llty, ard in addrtlon, establlsﬂh'a congruence - { 3
bet.vgeen'the' articles' required réading level-and the' s@j;e' reading

»
results based, on th.ls procedure us:.ng the 6 artlcles may_be m’amterpretable

s ,- ablllty I.'Inless thése precautlons are acoompllskﬁd the J.nterpretatlon of -

h

.~ ot at best prOble;\atJ.c. ‘Without control],:mg for the factors ‘of read:mg ¢

. ease, erting Styler and grade level future studJ.es of "sex bJ.as" may ST

v result in the same type of confllctmg\results as reported :Ln past llterature.
L .~ The problem of qualltatlve differences m readablllty and a eongruence e

between required readmg level® and the samples reading ablll'ty 1s not ;
germane to only the Goldberg procedure. These—ﬁctors-mu]:d seem /to also i

L.

warrant consideration in other areas of research mvest:.gat:mg sy/stematlc - ]
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